appeared in Diachronica 30.4 (2013): 531-578. this is a pre-press version which differs slightly from the version appearing in the journal (the journal version actually has a number of errors introduced by the type-seing process)
Indo-Aryan light verbs employed in compound verb constructions are usually form-identical with a full/main lexical verb. For example, the light verb used with a general-purpose completive sense in (1b), gayā (< jānā "to go"), as a main verb means "went"; likewise, dī as a main verb means "gave" and lī "took". e examples in (2) and (3) show that, in addition to perfective semantics, light verbs may also contribute other information: in (2b) dī "gave" contributes a sense of 'other-directedness', in (2c) lī "took" contributes a sense of 'self-directedness', and in (3b), baiṭhā "sat" contributes a sense of 'regret'.
CV constructions historically derive from collocations involving 'converbs', where a converb is a non-finite verbal form which, in contrast to CVs, denotes an independent event or state from that expressed by the finite verb of the clause, but usually shares the subject/agent of the finite verb. Converbs, which persist into modern IA, typically denote actions or states completed before the beginning of the action or state expressed by the finite verb, as in the Hindi example in (4); though sometimes they indicate simultaneous action, as in the Hindi example in (5). 'hāṁ' 'yes' "Laughing(ly) she said 'yes '. " 6 In some modern IA languages the absolutive form of the verb used in CV constructions is identical in form to the converb. For example, though in Hindi converbs are usually followed by kar or ke, they may also appear with a zero-ending, thus being identical in form to an absolutive, resulting in potential ambiguity, as shown by examples (6a), (6b). 4 With khā "eat", lenā "take" is perhaps the more commonly used light verb; e.g. us-ne khānā khā liyā "He ate up the food". 5 In general, in both early and modern Indo-Aryan, converbs are oen used where English would typically use a VP and VP construction, e.g. (4) might be rendered as "He ate food and went home". 6 On the translation of haṁs-ke, see §3.3. give._-. "He/she bought me a ums Up (soda) (for my benefit). " e morphological similarity or identity of IA converbs and absolutives ultimately derives from the same morphological source: the Old Indo-Aryan converb. 7 Since I consider early IA examples which are at least potentially ambiguous between converb and CV readings, for Sanskrit and Pāli examples I utilise the term 'gerund', a term from the western Sanskritist tradition, simply to indicate the morphological form while remaining neutral on how it is to be interpreted. In addition to CVs and converbs, modern IA languages employ other verb-verb collocations (discussed in §3), where the first member appears as a past or present participle, rather than an absolutive; these collocations typically exhibit continuative semantics, rather than the perfective semantics usual of CV constructions. IA, given the length of its linguistic record, presents an ideal opportunity to evaluate the diachronic properties of light verbs, including the consideration of the possible antiquity of IA CV constructions, and whether light verbs exhibit any diachronically unusual degree of stability (see Bu and Lahiri 2002 , Bu 2010 , Bowern 2008 .
e following section, §2, discusses light verbs and auxiliaries and potential differences between them. I establish rough criteria for distinguishing between light verbs and auxiliaries, though establishing a clear distinction between the two theoretical categories is difficult, particularly in any crosslinguistically robust fashion.
In §3, I investigate the history of verb-verb collocations in IA and show that the development of CV structures of the type found in Hindi, Nepali and other modern IA languages represents a true innovation. is conclusion accords with previous research; for example, in his study cited at the beginning of this section, Masica (1991: 326) remarks that " [compound verbs are] one of the true innovations of [modern IA], unknown to Sanskrit. "
An examination of lexical and morphosyntactic properties of CV constructions in two modern IA languages, to wit, Hindi and Nepali, in §4 further bolsters the position that light verbs are not exempt from diachronic change (contra Lahiri 2002, Bu 2010) , revealing numerous differences in the CV systems of Hindi and Nepali.
In §5 I provide examples of light verbs being re-analysed as auxiliaries, including especially the reanalysis of light verbs as tense/aspect auxiliaries, filling the empirical gap pointed to by Bowern (2008: 174) . Additionally, this section discusses how some of the developmental processes responsible for reanalysis of light verbs as auxiliaries do not involve evolution along grammaticalisation clines, but rather take place as part of larger structurally motivated changes, exhibiting changes which involve morphosyntactic chain shis. Finally, in §6, I provide a summary and conclusions, along with discussion of avenues for future research.
Light verbs and auxiliaries
Languages employ a number of verbal or verb-like functional elements, most prominent being 'auxiliaries', including auxiliaries like English have and be, as well as 'dummy' auxiliaries like English periphrastic do.
Another category of functional elements is what has been termed 'light verbs' (Jespersen 1954; Caell 1984; Grimshaw and Mester 1988) constituting verbs which typically have (homophonous) full lexical verb counterparts, but which enter the derivation structurally deficient in some respect. is structural deficiency may include reduced or null semantic values, or the lack of θ-roles (i.e., failing to assign a semantic role to one or more arguments).
Prototypical light verbs occur in noun-verb complex predicates, as in English do dishes, do windows, etc. Since do in do dishes is essentially semanticallly inert, the question arises of how to distinguish this light verb use of do from the auxiliary verb do. e difference, simply put, is that the two uses of do have different syntactic properties, as shown by the fact that the periphrastic auxiliary do is still required in (7) despite the presence of the light verb do. Verb-verb complexes such as Indo-Aryan compound verbs have also been analysed as involving light verbs, e.g. Bu & Lahiri's (2002) analysis of Hindi and Bengali verb-verb constructions. In contrast to the light verbs involved in noun-verb complexes, however, the light verbs of verb-verb complexes do make a semantic contribution to the predicate, as shown above in §1. 8 Many historical treatments do not distinguish between light verbs and auxiliaries, as noted by Bu and Lahiri (2002: 4) , who argue that such a distinction in fact should be made. Indeed, just as the light verb do and the periphrastic auxiliary do have different properties, so too are Indo-Aryan light verbs employed in compound verb constructions structurally distinct from more prototypical auxiliaries like tense-marking honā "be"; they do not occur in the same syntactic contexts nor do they contribute the same sort of semantics.
However, in practice it is difficult to maintain a binary distinction between light and auxiliary verbs: on the one hand, these functional elements share a number of properties, making it difficult in some cases to distinguish light verbs from auxiliary verbs in a non-arbitrary manner; on the other, even where verbal functional elements show clear formal differences, these differences require a manifold rather than a binary division-e.g. the light verbs of Hindi CV constructions bear formal properties different from other light verb constructions found in IA; see §3 and §6.1. In other words, some light verbs are more auxiliary-like than others-a situation which makes sense if one accepts that light verbs can in fact become auxiliaries.
Such difficulties are particularly obvious in the case of trying to formulate crosslinguistically robust criteria for distinguishing between the two notional categories. As one reviewer points out, in languages like Modern English auxiliaries might reasonably be distinguished with respect to the special morphosyntactic properties that they bear (e.g. with respect to negation, inversion and ellipsis), while in languages like Modern Greek elements meaning "have" or "be" form periphrastic verbal combinations and thus appear comparable to similar elements in English, but unlike in English, these elements in Greek do not exhibit special morphosyntactic properties.
Given such difficulties, here I focus more on the evaluation of distinguishing criteria relevant to IA. Bu (2010: 65) suggests that one notable difference between light verbs and auxiliaries is that the former generally involve some sort of semantic contribution beyond that of purely functional tense/aspect information. us, while light verbs oen do signal information regarding telicity, causation or temporal boundedness, they usually also involve semantic contributions of other sorts (including forcefulness, surprise, regret, benefaction, volitionality etc.). Additionally, Bu and Lahiri (2002) and Bu (2010) suggest that light verbs can be distinguished from auxiliaries in that the former are always form-identical to some (semantically contentful) full/main verb, and cannot undergo changes (phonological or otherwise) which do not simultaneously affect their main verb counterparts. A difficulty arises here since there do exist sporadic examples of light verbs without full verb counterparts ( §4.2.3).
While recognising difficulties in distinguishing consistently (particularly in any crosslinguistically robust fashion) between light verbs and auxiliaries, the best distinguishing criterion, at least for IA languages, is whether the element in question contributes non-functional semantic information or is a more purely functional element required by the grammar in order to express some sort of paradigmatic information (tense, aspect, number etc.). §6.1 provides further discussion of the light verb-auxiliary distinction.
I now turn to an examination of light verbs in various stages of IA.
e origin of Indo-Aryan compound verb constructions
As discussed in §1, the morphological form of the main verb (pole) in modern IA CV constructions derives from the so-called Old Indo-Aryan (OIA) past gerund of prefixed verbs in -(t)ya/(t)yā (Chaerjee 1926; Hendriksen 1944; Tikkanen 1987) , an element which has the "virtual value of an indeclinable participle" (Whitney 1879/1889. 1st/2nd edn: §989), which in general functions as a converb, meaning something like "having X-ed" (though it does not always have a past tense value; as discussed in §3.1).
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It is clear that the origin of modern IA CV structures ultimately lies in a reanalysis of structures involving a gerund combined with another verb (which, for ease of reference I will refer to as V 2 , as it usually occurs following the gerund), so that the Sanskrit example in (9) can in a certain sense be seen as the precursor of Hindi (1b), repeated below as (10). e development from the gerund + V 2 construction of type exemplified by (9) to the CV construction of the type exemplified by (10) took place via the reanalysis of gerund + V 2 as a single predicate, in which the semantic contribution of the gerund was taken to be primary, and the V 2 as a modifying element (i.e. a vector or light verb). is only happened with a subset of verbs occupying the V 2 position, specifically with verbs with broad semantic values, e.g. verbs meaning "go", "give", "take", etc. Further, converb constructions did not disappear from modern IA (see the converb examples from Hindi in §1); rather a sort of morphosyntactic split took place, with some gerund + V 2 constructions being reinterpretable/reinterpreted as CVs.
Verb-verb collocations in Vedic & Classical Sanskrit
Due to the etymological connection between absolutives and converbs discussed earlier, and the apparent necessity of assigning examples like (11) idiomatic, complex predicate readings (rather than sequential, converb readings), it might appear that CV constructions have long been part of IA. Bu and Lahiri (2002) suggest that in fact the modern IA system of CVs does not represent an innovation but rather continues a system of light verb constructions found throughout all stages of IA, and argue that examples like (11), taken from Rgvedic Sanskrit (the earliest aested form of IA), may represent CV structures comparable to those found in modern IA. I will argue in this section, however, that Sanskrit actually has no constructions truly equivalent to modern IA CV constructions. 9 In some languages, such as Nepali and Braj, the -ya survives as -i. In Hindi, the ending has been completely lost, so that Hindi absolutives have the appearance of bare stems. In most cases, modern IA absolutives are form-identical with converbs. Some languages show secondary differentiation of the converb forms, e.g. Nepali converbs end in -ī, -īkana and -era (the first actually only orthographically distinct in Nepali, since in spoken Nepali there is no long/short distinction for high vowels, and thus absolutive -i is indistinguishable from converb -ī). In Hindi, converbs are usually marked by the addition of -kar or -ke (though this is not obligatory). e Hindi forms in -kar, -ke appear to derive from an earlier pleonastic addition of a converb form of kar 'do'-cf. the various possible converb forms in closely related Braj: mār-i, mār-i-kai, mār-i-kar-i "having struck" (Kellogg 1893 . 2nd edn.)-thus Hindi mār kar "having struck" < *māri kari, lit. "having struck, having done" > "having struck". (Hindi data from this period is lacking, but Hindi is likely to have resembled closely related Braj-suggesting the appearance of pleonastic -kar/-ke before the loss of -i.) 10 Example (9) and all subsequent examples from Sanskrit are shown in unsandhied form. (R̥ gveda I.57,4; cf. Graßmann 1873 : 437, Delbrück 1888 : 406, Tikkanen 1987 11 is is in fact the interpretation of Bu and Lahiri (2002) and Bu (2010) , who suggest that the modern IA system of CVs does not represent an innovation but rather continues a system of light verb constructions found throughout all stages of IA. Now it is true, as Delbrück (1888: 406-7) observes, that car-"move" does seem to be able to bear an idiomatic sense when used with a gerund in examples like (11). However, gerund + car-is part of a larger set of constructions used in Sanskrit to indicate continuing action, a set which includes collocations involving not only gerunds, but also present participles. (12) provides constructed examples (with cal-"move" as the main verb, and different possible V 2 s) of a number of these possible collocations, indicating the periods for which they are aested. Actual aested examples of type (12a) are given in (11) and (13), of type (12b) in (14) and of type (12c) in (15) ere are several differences between modern IA CVs and the light verb constructions of (12)-(16). Firstly, unlike modern IA CVs, the constructions in (12) are grammatically peripheral, in the sense that they are not part of the central tense/aspect system of Vedic or Classical Sanskrit. 13 Secondly, unlike modern IA CVs, which overwhelmingly impart a perfective sense, the constructions in (12) all contribute a durative/continuitive sense.
If, as Bu and Lahiri (2002) and Bu (2010) maintain, light verbs-a category which they take to include the light (vector) verbs of modern IA CV constructions-are crosslinguistically stable, and further, unlike auxiliaries, never have lexical entries separate from those of their full verb counterparts, then the differences between the semantic contributions of modern IA light CV-type verbs and the Sanskrit light verbs of (12) are doubly surprising. Bu & Lahiri's claim that light verbs do not have separate lexical entries entails that, for instance, the semantics of full verb  and light verb  can be somehow derived from a single (underspecified) lexical entry. us the perfective sense of the Hindi light verb jānā is supposed to be derivable from the same lexical entry from which the full verb sense  also derives. Even granting that both senses could be in fact somehow derived from the same underspecified lexical entry, this claim is problematic given that in Vedic Sanskrit i-"go" contributes a durative/continuative rather than the perfective sense of Hindi jā-"go", as example (9) lekh-tai write-_ jā go. "I will keep dictating, and you keep writing. " (Pokharel 1991: 194) 13 See below, §3.2, for discussion of central versus peripheral. 14 I.e. where the "V 2 s" of Hindi and Sanskrit have the same full verb meanings. 15 An example of khaṛā honā used as a light verb is given below. (Nespital 1997: 274) is light verb is itself composite, consisting of an adjectival form and a (non-CV-type) light verb. (20) āun-dai come-_ garnu do. "Keep on coming (from time to time). " (Pokharel 1991: 194) With certain verbs whose perfective participles effectively express present states, we find these sorts of constructions formed with perfective participles, e.g. (McGregor (1995. 3rd We also find collocations of perfect participles (with invariant default masculine singular agreement morphology) with karnā "to do", which serve to indicate the habitual (rather than the continuative-durative in (17), (18), (19), (20) (17)- (20), like the Sanskrit constructions in (13)- (16) above, grammatically peripheral (see below, §3.2), in that they are not part of the core morphologically-realised tense/aspect system of Hindi or Nepali, but these modern IA light verbs also make the same sort of semantic contribution as do those of Sanskrit, namely durative/continuative. e peripherality of such constructions is such that a speaker could still sound idiomatic and nativelike without using them. e same would not be true of a speaker who failed to use CV constructions, on which see further Hook (1974) , who notes the fact that CVs are nearly obligatory in realis contexts (at least in Hindi; this is less true for certain other IA languages, such as Nepali). Further, as noted above in (12), the Sanskrit light verb constructions include not only gerund + light verb, but also-as in Hindi and Nepali-present participle + light verb, both of which contribute durative/continuative senses. erefore, examples claimed by Bu & Lahiri to be early CV constructions in Sanskrit are actually much more comparable to the grammatically-peripheral present participle + light verb constructions of (17)- (20).
Both in old and modern IA, a variety of different V-V collocations involve the light verb of the construction selecting for morphologically different types of V 1 s-where V 1 is the verb contributing the core semantic sense of the collocation, itself appearing in a non-finite form. In old IA, both the collocations involving gerund V 1 s and those involving present participle V 1 s are grammatically-peripheral and involve continuative semantics. us both are actually more comparable to the modern IA collocations involving present participle V 1 s than to the modern IA CV construction. Bu and Lahiri (2002: 23) cite an example of a Skt. gerund + light verb construction, (23), where they take the light verb as contributing a perfective sense comparable to that of light verbs of modern IA CV constructions. (24), it is perfectly possible to interpret the gerund literally, as indicated by the translation in (23b). In fact, the overall absence of examples of this sort from Sanskrit suggests that positing a perfective light verb  in Sanskrit would require special pleading.
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More generally, the close examination of the putative examples of early IA CV constructions has revealed nothing truly comparable to the CV constructions of modern IA. Some of these examples were shown to be perfectly acceptable with their literal converb readings, while the non-spurious examples of light verb constructions in Sanskrit were shown to most closely resemble the grammatically-peripheral light verb constructions in modern IA involving imperfect or perfective participles. In sum, there is no evidence which would suggest that we aribute CVs to Old IA. Table 2 provides a summary of the various types of constructions discussed in this section and throughout the remainder of this paper (note, however, that for the most part these constructions are all formally distinct, in that they involve different morphological forms-although there is some amount of overlap/ambiguity between converb and compound verb constructions in terms of their surface forms as noted above). (and Nepali (19) , (20)), and core grammar constructions, like Hindi CV constructions. In this section I consider examples of core vs. peripheral constructions in English in order to make this distinction more concrete. In general, core grammar constructions are less specific in their functions than more peripheral constructions, and are involved in the expression of more basic functions. us in (25) below, will X is the basic construction for expressing future tense in English, whereas the constructions to the le of the doed line on the periphery-core continuum can be considered to be more peripheral, non-basic constructions associated with future time.
Semantics
(25)
English future-oriented constructions: (X = bare infinitive verb) P C BE under oath to X BE sworn to X BE bound to X will X 17 e only other example involving an apparent light verb meaning "go" I have seen is also from Tikkanen (1987: "en, before she had time to strangle that Sarika-bird to death, it flew away. " (complex predicate reading) b.
"en, before she had time to strangle that Sarika-bird to death, it flew up and le. " (literal converb reading)
for which the same concerns may be raised as for (23).
e core-periphery distinction is at least somewhat gradient in nature, as shown by the fact that the construction BE bound to X can have a much less specific sense than either BE sworn to X or BE under oath to X, namely "have a logical necessity to X". In origin, BE bound to X is nearly equivalent to the other two constructions, namely bearing the sense "having entered into a contract binding to service; under legal or moral obligation" (OED); showing that BE bound to X has undergone grammaticalisation-displaying a bleaching of its earlier sense, with the construction now bearing a more general future-oriented sense.
Turning to an English example which is semantically closer to the sense of the peripheral constructions considered above, namely Sanskrit (12) and Hindi (17), (18) Here the construction BE X-ing is the most basic expression of continuative action in English, a core grammar construction. e constructions to the le of the doed line are more peripheral constructions with less basic continuative senses: BE X-ing is the basic grammatical form for continuatives in English. Again, as in the case of BE bound to X, some of these peripheral constructions, namely keep X-ing and keep on X-ing, have undergone grammaticalisation and become more general-but still not as general as the core construction BE X-ing, as shown by the contrast between (27a) and (27b) below.
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(27) a. John was working all day. b. John kept on working all day.
e core-periphery distinction between BE X-ing and keep (on) X-ing is neatly paralleled by the distinction in Hindi between X-tā rahnā "keep on X-ing" and X rahā HONĀ "is X-ing", see (28).
(28) Hindi continuative constructions: (X = bare verb stem)
P C
X-tā rahnā "keep on X-ing" CVs X rahā HONĀ "is X-ing"
X-tā HONĀ
"X-es"
CV constructions-in contrast to X-tā rahnā-can be considered part of the core grammar of Hindi in view of the fact that they are nearly obligatory even in very basic expressions, in the sense that even the simple statement he died is much more idiomatically expressed with a CV (29a) than with a simplex verb (29b); (29a) in most contexts will not sound native-like, though it is not ungrammatical. 
Verb-verb collocations in Middle Indo-Aryan
Some possible examples of early CV constructions are found in Pāli texts, largely from Sri Lanka (Tikkanen 1987; Hook 1993) , with the most convincing examples involving gerund + , as in (30) As indicated by the translations, in these examples the past-tense converb reading is unavailable. In Pāli as well we find examples where gerunds must be interpreted with a non-past reading, as in example (34) us a literal non-past converb reading of (30) is perfectly plausible, i.e. "then the master gave him a bathrobe, (by) throwing (it)".
e Pāli examples in (30) and (31) thus need not be interpreted as involving complex predication. ey do look like excellent starting points for the reanalysis of gerund constructions as complex predicates, but there is no reason to assume that such a reanalysis has already occurred by the stage of Pāli since in all cases the literal converb readings are perfectly possible. 
Verb-verb collocations in late Middle Indo-Aryan and early Modern Indo-Aryan
It has been suggested that CV constructions are found in Apabhraṁśa (Hook 1977; Bubenik 1998 give. a. "ickly request that thing and send it (to me). " (complex predicate reading) b. #"ickly request that thing and having sent it, give (it) (to me). " (literal converb reading) (1767/7 .. ∼ 1824 V.S., Prithvinarayan Shah, leer to Haripaṇḍit, Pokharel 1963: 211) As indicated by the translations, in these examples a literal converb reading is unavailable, demonstrating that by the early modern period of IA, CVs have made their appearance.
In conclusion, sound evidence for CV constructions in IA thus does not appear until the early modern period (pace Bu and Lahiri 2002) . Verb-verb collocations apparently involving light verbs do appear early on in IA, but these are grammatically-peripheral constructions, distinct in their semantics from CV constructions, resembling instead the (likewise peripheral) present participle + light verb constructions of modern IA.
Morphosyntactic and lexical change in IA CVs
If light verbs were "diachronically stable" Lahiri 2002, Bu 2010) we should expect the morphosyntactic and lexical properties of the modern IA CV systems to be very similar. is however does not obtain. Hook and Pardeshi (2005) point out a number of light verb constructions in IA which show evidence of historical change, and herein I provide a number of additional instances of historical changes involving light verbs in IA. I examine particularly two closely related IA languages, Hindi and Nepali, and show that, both in terms of morphosyntax and the lexicon, of Dravidian Tamil or Sinhala (Sinhala shows a well-developed CV system as early as the Sigiri graffiti texts of the 8th-10th c.; see Paranavitana 1956: 1. §501).
22 Again, Masica (1991: 326) concurs on this point.
the CV systems of these two languages differ significantly.
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ese indicate that change has taken place in the CV systems of one or both languages (assuming CVs to have originated in IA no earlier than in Apabhramśa).
Morphosyntactic change in IA CVs
I examine four differences between the morphosyntax of Hindi and Nepali CV constructions. 24 ese properties I refer to as 'interruptibility', the ability of elements to intervene between the main verb and the light verb of the CV construction; 'recursion', whether a main verb may be modified by more than one light verb; 'construction-specific restrictions', i.e. which syntactic constructions light (vector-type) verbs can occur in; and 'dominance', whether agentive marking of subject of transitive verbs in perfective tenses is controlled by the transitivity of the main verb or the transitivity of the light verb.
Interruptibility
Hindi CVs are interruptible; that is, other words may occur in between the main verb and the light verb components of the CV, as shown in (39). e inseparability of Nepali CVs suggests that they are either formed in the lexicon, or elsex composed at a much lower level of syntax than Hindi CVs. In other words, Nepali light verbs appear to be more affixal in nature than are Hindi light verbs.
Recursion
Hindi allows for only one light verb per main verb, as shown in (41). 23 Nepali and Hindi are fairly closely related languages: as Mahews (1998: i) remarks, " [Nepali and Hindi] are in fact so close to each other that early Western grammarians regarded Nepali merely as a dialect of Hindi". e relationship between them is roughly paralleled by that between Italian and Spanish.
24 ese properties represent a subset of the properties derived in a boom-up fashion based on consideration of the major differences in Hindi and Nepali CV constructions as found in these data. ese data were drawn from previous accounts of compound verbs in Hindi and Nepali (see fn. 1), from grammars (Hindi: Kellogg 1893. 2nd edn., McGregor 1995. 3rd edn.; Nepali: Verma and Sharma 1979, Mahews 1998) , and from consultation with native speakers. Early Nepali examples are taken from texts contained in Pokharel 1963. 25 All Hindi speakers consulted allowed for particles like to to intervene between main verb and light verb, as in (39); most speakers also allow pronouns to intervene, as in (ia); some also allow for full NPs, as in (ib), (ic 
di-igive--
hāl-in put-.3. "She cleaned the kitchen for me straightaway. " (Peterson (2002: 107)) In certain respects this makes Nepali CV appear more affixal in nature, given that main verb + light verb behaves like a simplex verb for purposes of additional operations (including the addition of other light verbs).
While it is not entirely clear which of these paerns represents the more innovative and which the more conservative, it is obvious that the CV system of at least one of the two languages has undergone change. 
Construction-specific restrictions
Nepali CVs can occur in conjunctive participles. us, for example, a converb in Nepali may be composed from a CV, as in (43) Hindi appears to have innovated: what is now the overt converb marker in Hindi, kar or ke, derives ultimately from the pleonastic addition of a converb form of kar "do" (see fn. 9), pointing to the possibility of forming converbs of CV collocations in earlier Hindi, and suggesting that with respect to this property Nepali is conservative.
Dominance and transitivity issues
In both Hindi and Nepali, the question arises of how to reconcile clashes in transitivity between main verb and light verb in CV combinations. Before going into detail, it is important to understand the basic paerns of case-marking 27 e common ancestor of Hindi and Nepali would be "Proto-Modern-Indo-Aryan", not directly aested (though presumably similar in certain aspect to the literary Apabhramśa) and therefore not available for examination in determining which language is innovative here. Given that the predecessor construction to IA CVs, early IA gerund + verb, could involve multiple gerunds ("V 1 s"), as in example (31) above, it is possible that the limitation to a single "V 1 " is the innovation. 28 Examples like (44a) are possible in Dakkhini Hindi (spoken in Hyderabad), which has undergone convergence with Dravidian Telugu; see Arora (2004) . morphology in these two languages. Both Hindi and Nepali (more or less) 29 employ a special marking for agents of transitive verbs in perfective tenses, -ne in Hindi, -le in Nepali. In Hindi, the marking of agents correlates with verbal agreement: agentive case-marked nouns do not control predicate agreement.
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In Nepali, (non-experiencer) subjects control predicate agreement regardless of whether they are agentive case-marked or not.
More relevant for the purposes of CVs is the fact that in Hindi it is the light verb member of the CV which determines whether the entire CV is treated as transitive or intransitive (and thus whether the subject receives agentive casemarking)-except in the case of intransitive main verb combined with transitive light verb (where we find variation in the assignment of transitivity to the compound for the purposes of case-assignment); 31 in Nepali, it is always the main verb which determines the transitivity of the entire verbal compound. is is shown in the examples in (45) 29 Nepali also sometimes displays agentive case-marking in non-perfective contexts; the exact conditions on the use of -le in such cases is not entirely clear: it seems more frequent with third-person subjects. Li (2007) suggests that it is obligatory with inanimates, while Poudel (2006) suggests that -le may distinguish individual-level predicates (a property that holds for a slice of the referent's spatio-temporal existence) from stage-level predicates (denoting a lasting/inherent property of the referent), whose subjects are Ø-marked. Some dialects of Nepali have generalised agent marking to all transitive verbs regardless of tense/aspect, predicate-type, animacy-this probably reflects convergence with Tibeto-Burman. 30 e unmarked object usually controls verb agreement; if this is blocked by the oblique postposition ko, the verb takes default masculine, singular, third-person agreement. 31 Combinations of intransitive main verb and transitive light verb are very rare in Hindi, apparently largely avoided by Hindi speakers. I have found only two examples from Nespital (1997 Nespital ( : 1108 Nespital ( -1109 liy-ā take-_.. "When Satish le his house, then his dog also followed him. "
In both cases, the subject is not marked with an agentive marker, despite the light verb member being transitive. Remarkably, in both (i) and (ii), not only is the light verb transitive, but the CV itself appears to be semantically transitive (in the sense that both pounce and follow require complements). However, more generally combinations of intransitive main verb and transitive light verb seems to result in variation in Hindi (probably as a result of the rarity of such combinations). at is, some speakers prefer (iii), others prefer (iv) (yet others prefer to avoid such combinations altogether). us, in Hindi the light verb usually determines the transitivity of the entire compound, for purposes of assignment (or non-assignment) of agentive marking to the subject. In Nepali, it is the main verb which determines the transitivity. Again, though it is unclear which of these represents the more conservative system, it is clear that change has taken place in the CV system of one or both languages. e uncertainty stems from the absence of extant ProtoModern-Indo-Aryan, and the fact that for the predecessor gerund construction in earlier IA such issues did not arise: we do not find an ergative/absolute-type system in Sanskrit or Pāli.
Lexical change in IA CVs
While there is much commonality in the sets of light verbs employed by the different modern IA languages in CV constructions, they are not identical. us, in some cases the same light verb sense is expressed using verbs with the same full verb meaning, e.g. Hindi ḍāl-and Nepali hāl, Hindi de-and Nepali di-(cognates, in the laer case); some light verb senses are expressed using verbs with distinct full verb senses, e.g. Hindi baiṭh-and Nepali paṭhau-; in some cases a light verb sense is expressable only in one of the languages, e.g. Hindi le-. See Table 3 where the light verb use of "give" can be "taken to modify the superordinate event by contributing lexical semantic information which is loosely based on the predicational force of the main verb 'give'" (45). More specifically they posit that this information consists of an adverbial event modification where "give" contributes to the main verb semantics the fact that the event (a) involves the application/emission of force and (b) is agentive/purposeful. Generally-speaking, it is far from clear what the nature of the underspecified entry of (47) would be, such that both the full verb and light verb uses of  could be systematically derived from it. However, even if we grant that this theory could be maintained for light verbs like , it still requires that the system of derivation of full and light verbs from a single underspecified lexical entry be crosslinguistically robust, in the sense that the connections between the full verb and light verb senses should be predictable. is might seem reasonable in the case of light verbs like -which do at least  crosslinguistically to involve similar light verb semantic contributions 33 -but even within IA, languages vary greatly in the association between full and light verb meanings.
For example, both Hindi and Nepali have light verbs used when the speaker wishes to express regret; however, Hindi and Nepali use light verbs whose full verb counterparts bear completely different senses: the Hindi light verb indicating regret is baiṭhnā "to sit" (48), the Nepali light verb indicating regret is paṭhāunu "to send" (49). 
Against shared full verb/light verb verb entries 2: independent phonological change
e Nepali light verb baksinu provides another example of change affecting a light verb independently of its full verb counterpart. Nepali baksinu is a light verb employed in CV constructions as an honorific when referring to Nepali royalty and other persons due great respect, e.g.:
32 See Bu and Ramchand 2001; Geuder 2001, 2003; Bu 2003 Bu , 2010 See e.g. Masica (1976: 141-158) , who notes, beside the ubiquity of  in Indo-Aryan, similar functions for light verb uses of  in Burmese, Tajik and Uzbek. However, even in other languages employing light verb type constructions, for instance Japanese and Turkish,  appears with rather different functions (as an honorific in Japanese, as a light verb indicating "rapidity, ease, suddenness" in Turkish). Even in Indo-Aryan  does not always contribute a sense of "other-directedness"; in Nepali, alongside this function, it also can simply mark general perfectivity of the action. (Sharma 1980: 131) Both baksinu and a phonologically-reduced form are also employed in upper-class Kathmandu families (e.g. by children to parents, wife to husband etc.), as discussed in Sharma (1980: 130-2 ). An example of the reduced form of baksinu is given in example (51). (51) buwā-le dad- bhujā rice khā-ieat--s-yo -3 "Dad ate rice. " (Sharma 1980: 132) While baksinu is employed as a main verb (52), -s-is not (53). at baksinu as a light verb, but not as a full verb, can appear in the reduced form -s-is problematic for Bu & Lahiri's (2002) claim that light verbs cannot undergo any change not also experienced by their full verb counterparts, since baksinu as a light verb can occur in both a reduced and an unreduced phonological form, but the full verb form only occurs in unreduced form. 
Light verbs lacking full verb counterparts
ough there seems to be some tendency for light verbs to continue to have full verb counterparts, this is not always the case. Nepali, for example, employs ṭopalnu as a light verb indicating pretense, as in example (54) below, but ṭopalnu does not exist as a full verb.
(54) u he/she gā-ising--ṭopal-daipretend-_-cha be..3 "He is pretending to sing. " (Pokharel 1991 : 195) Turner (1931 suggests that a full verb counterpart may have once existed, possibly meaning "to cover" (cf. Nepali ṭopi "helmet", cf. Hindi ṭopī "hat", Hindi ṭopnā "to cover"), cf. (55).
(55) *u he/she ṭopal-daipretend-_-cha be..3 "He is pretending. " e lack of a full verb counterpart for ṭopalnu demonstrates that the claim that light verbs always share a single lexical entry with their full verb counterparts cannot be maintained, if we assume that ṭopalnu is a light verb. However, given that ṭopalnu makes a rather more substantial semantic contribution than do most light verbs, it might be tempting to treat it as either a (modal-like) auxiliary, or else as a full lexical verb which obligatorily takes an absolutive as its complement.
A similar case is found in Hindi, where the element saknā "to be able to" selects for an absolutive complement, just as do light verbs in Hindi. Like Nepali ṭopalnu, Hindi saknā cannot appear as a main verb, in the sense that it obligatorily takes an absolutive complement. 
Conclusions
In summary, we have seen that the CV systems of Hindi and Nepali differ not only in their light verb inventories, but also in various aspects of morphosyntax.
Regarding morphosyntactic differences, §4.1.1 demonstrated that while in Hindi certain elements external to the CV can intervene between sequences of main verb-light verb, in Nepali no element may do so. is is the first piece of data suggesting that Nepali light verbs are more affixal in nature.
In §4.2, it was shown that Hindi and Nepali light verbs in CV constructions show only partial overlap in terms of light verb meanings; and in some cases, the same light verb meaning is realised but with each language using verbs with very different full verb senses ( in Hindi vs.  in Nepali for the light verb sense of "regret"). Also not all light verbs have full verb counterparts-notably, the Nepali ṭopal-has no (synchronic) full verb counterpart. §4.1.2 presented data which show that Hindi allows for one light verb per main verb, while Nepali allows for at least two light verbs to occur with a single main verb. Here again, Nepali light verbs appear more affixal, since a Nepali CV behaves like a simplex verb in that it can combine with another light verb. With respect to constructionspecific conditions on light verbs, as discussed in §4.1.3, Nepali CVs again behave like simplex verbs, in that they can appear in the same set of environments in which simplex verbs can appear-once again pointing to the affixal nature of Nepali light verbs.
Finally, with respect to dominance and transitivity marking, §4.1.4, Nepali light verbs again are found to act more like affixes than do Hindi light verbs, since the transitivity of the entire CV compound is always based solely upon the transitivity of the main verb in Nepali. In Hindi, conversely, it is usually the light verb which determines whether the CV is treated as transitive or intransitive for purposes of case-marking on the subject. us, with respect to all four of these properties, Nepali light verbs in CV constructions appear more affix-like than do Hindi light verbs-whether this means that Nepali light verbs are 'more grammaticalised' than Hindi light verbs will be considered in §6.1. 35 Other modal verbs, selecting for infinitive complements, do not have this restriction upon them:
us-e he/she- khānā food khā eat. lenā take. cahīe. ought-to "He/she ought to eat up the food. " e variation in morphosyntactic and lexical properties of light verbs in Nepali and Hindi is not characteristic of a 'stable system', contra Bu and Lahiri (2002) , Bu (2010) , etc. Change has taken place in the CV systems of one, or more likely, both of these languages.
Evolution from light verb to auxiliary
Indo-Aryan provides clear examples of light verbs becoming auxiliaries, specifically tense/ aspect auxiliaries. In modern Hindi, rahnā "to stay, to remain", which functioned as a light verb in 19th-century Hindi, has become a grammatically central auxiliary. e case of Nepali rahanu "to stay, to remain", discussed in §5.2 is a particularly interesting example, as it is apparently a light verb which is currently in the process of becoming an auxiliary. e Indo-Aryan evidence demonstrates that light verbs can in fact become auxiliaries, filling the gap pointed to by Bowern (2008) . Further, these changes, involving a grammatically-peripheral light verb contributing a durative/continuative sense being reanalysed as a core continuative aspect auxiliary represent a repetition of history: the auxiliary honā of the modern Hindi simple present (which was in earlier Hindi a present progressive construction) derives from an early IA use of  as a grammatically-peripheral durative/continuative light verb.
It is important to note that these changes do not appear to take place via gradual grammaticalisation along a cline (cf. Hopper and Traugo 1993) , but rather as part of a larger morphosyntactic chain shi, triggered by the reanalysis of old simple present forms as modal.
e development of the Hindi auxiliary rahnā
e Hindi auxiliary rahnā itself originated as a light verb. In Modern Hindi, the simple present and the present continuous are clearly distinguished, as shown in (58). (59) and (60) Likewise, in Nepali the construction absolutive particle + rahanu can be used in various tenses, a subset of which are shown in (65). (See Mahews (1998: 234-237) In Nepali this is not the case. While the synthetic imperfective construction can be used in the present tense with future reference, as in (67a), the periphrastic absolutive + rahanu-which is formally similar to the Hindi construction in (66)-cannot; see (67b). us Nepali rahanu has not acquired all of the properties of an auxiliary like Hindi rahnā since it cannot be used in future contexts, as can imperfects in -dai (Sharma 1980: 108-109) . Further, it has not so far supplanted the synthetic -dai imperfective construction. Finally, rahanu exhibits some properties prototypical of light verbs used in CV constructions, some prototypical of auxiliaries-and therefore appears to represent a stage intermediate between light verb and auxiliary. Hindi rahnā combined with bare verb stems (morphologically identical to a CV construction) clearly functions as an auxiliary in present day Hindi (see (64)), but just as clearly acted more as a light verb as late as the 19th century, as discussed above. Present day Nepali rahanu, in its use in structures like those shown in (61) above, represents a stage intermediate between light verb and auxiliary-at least in the sense that it exhibits certain properties typical of light verbs and certain properties typical of auxiliaries.
Development of the Hindi simple present
e Hindi auxiliary rahnā "to stay, to remain" was shown to have evolved from a light verb, and the Nepali light verbs rahanu/rakhnu appear to be in the process of becoming auxiliaries. In fact, even the auxiliary honā "to be" as it appears in the modern Hindi simple present, e.g. (68), evolved in a fashion parallel to that of the auxiliary rahnā. Both changes appear to have involved a morphosyntactic chain shi (discussed further below)-thus representing not a gradual cline-like grammaticalisation process, but rather a structurally-induced change.
(68) jā-tā go-_.. hai be.3 "goes"
Hindi honā "to be" and its finite forms including hai "is" derive from earlier Sanskrit bhū-"become/be/exist" (e.g. bhavati "becomes"). One might suppose that this auxiliary use of honā developed directly from the full verb honā "to be". But even in this case we find that hai in the simple present construction, (68), derives from an earlier light verb construction.
In §5.2, it was noted that forms like (68) were earlier (into the 19th c.) present progressives, and that the modern Hindi present progressives, (64), were recruited from a peripheral construction involving a light verb use of rahnā. e construction in (68), with its earlier present progressive value, derives from a structure represented in Classical Sanskrit by the type shown in (70) However, recall from above (see (12)), that in Sanskrit, bhū-was only one of a number of verbs which could appear in this construction. Other verbs which could appear in this peripheral construction include ās-"sit" and sthā-"stand"-whose (full verb) meanings are those typical of light verbs (Hock 2008) .
In later IA (Apabhraṁśa), the construction present participle +  (cf. (70)) became grammatialised as a progressive present, with the old simple present tending to be used as a non-continuative (though it is still possible in continuative contexts as well), as shown in (71) (see Singh 1980: 138) . (71) a. calaï go.. is 'morphosyntactic chain shi' resulted, ultimately, from the old simple present (cale-type) taking on modal functions, leaving a 'gap' in the paradigm which was filled by the present progressive (caltā hai-type)-which then bore two values (simple present and present progressive). is ambiguity is resolved with the reanalysis of the old peripheral continuative construction of the type cal rahā hai as the (core-grammar) present progressive, as described above. For more on the this morphological chain shi in Hindi, see Hock 2008 (with reference to Bloch 1920 .
As diagrammed in Table 4 , the change between Stages II and III is essentially a repetition of the change which occurred between Stages A and I. In both cases, a peripheral construction, involving a light verb, is recruited into the core grammar, at which point the light verb is reanalysed as an auxiliary.
Conclusions
I have noted several examples of light verbs becoming auxiliaries in IA: (a) the reanalysis of the light verb (Skt. as-/bhū-; Apa. acch-"be") of the durative/continuative present participle + light verb construction as the auxiliary used in the progressive tenses; (b) the reanalysis of the early Hindi light verb rah-in CV constructions as a progressivemarking auxiliary; (c) the ongoing reanalysis of the Nepali light verbs raha-, rakh-as progressive auxiliaries. Bu and Lahiri (2002: 12-13 ) use three major criteria to distinguish between light verbs and auxiliaries in IA: (1) (non)-interchangeability, (2) interruptibility, (3) ability to undergo reduplication.
With regard to the first, they mean simply that light verbs like jā-and auxiliaries like rah-are not grammatical in the same set of syntactic contexts. is seems a poor measure, since even in the case of elements which are clearly auxiliaries, different auxiliaries are grammatical in different syntactic contexts, e.g. the English auxiliaries have and be have distinct distributions. e property of interruptibility refers to whether other elements may intervene in a V 1 + V 2 collocation ( §4.1.1). Bu and Lahiri (2002) observe that in Hindi a main verb can be separated from a light verb, but they claim that the main verb may not be separated from its accompanying auxiliary and therefore that sentences like (72) Finally, they observe that light verbs, but not auxiliaries, can undergo reduplication (Bu and Lahiri 2002: 13) .
If we apply these tests to the whole range of light verb constructions in Hindi, the distinction between light verb and auxiliary becomes even murkier. Recall that in Hindi we also find various peripheral light verb constructions, including imperfect participle + rah-/jā-and perfect participle + kar-(see Hindi (17) , (18) 38 A reviewer objects that these changes could simply involve the light verbs undergoing a lexical change, whereas Bowern's (2008) claim applies specifically to constructions. However, it is clear that these changes did in fact involve reanalysis of the light verbs in the context of particular constructions, as discussed in detail above. e same reviewer also proposes that the Nepali change (c) might be due to the influence of Hindi and thus be exempt from Bowern's generalisation. ere is no evidence which would suggest that ongoing changes raha-is experiencing are motivated by contact with Hindi; furthermore, the development of rakh-towards becoming a progressive auxiliary in unparalleled in Hindi. Hindi does possess a homophonous verb rakh-, which, in its main verb usages, is largely synonymous with the main verb uses of Nepali rakh-. Hindi rakh-is in fact also employed as a light verb in CV constructions (mostly contributing a sense that the action was completed some time ago, oen with a certain purpose in mind relating to a later event; see Nespital 1997 Nespital : 1032 Nespital -1033 Table 5 summarises the relevant properties of seven types of auxiliary and light verb constructions in Hindi and Nepali. e morphosyntactic structure of each type is given, followed by an example, the semantic contribution of the auxiliary/light verb and two further properties. ese properties are interruptibility-whether or not other elements may intervene between the V 1 and V 2 -and dominance-which member of the collocation determines the overall transitivity for the purposes of case-marking (see §4.1.1 and §4.1.4, respectively). e possible values for this final property are: V 1 (=transitivity is determined based on the transitivity of V 1 ), V 2 (=transitivity is determined based on the transitivity of V 2 ) and '-' (=construction is always treated as a non-perfective tense).
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Based on the data summarised in Table 5 , how are we to classify these types as light verbs or auxiliaries? Bu and Lahiri (2002) consider only the contrast between types I and VII, categories which are perhaps disjoint in features (if we accept Bu's judgement that such sequences are non-interruptible). Considering a fuller range of constructions, we find considerable intertype overlap of properties.
We cannot distinguish these grammatical elements on the basis of the morphological category of the V 1 , since types both at the top and boom of the table use an absolutive as the V 1 -and, in fact, all of the Nepali constructions involve an absolutive as V 1 .
Interruptibility certainly does not distinguish light verb from auxiliary, since none of the Nepali constructions are interruptible, and Bu's claimed non-interruptibility of type I elements is questionable (or at least subject to dialectal variation). Dominance fares no beer, since it is irrelevant for types I-V (as they are treated as non-perfective), and types VI and VII-which we would like to classify together, as they are both CV constructions-differ on which member controls transitivity.
In sum, I see no single formal property or set of properties which suffices to distinguish light verbs from auxiliaries in both Hindi and Nepali, despite the great overall grammatical and lexical similarities of these two languages.
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At best we might divide the types of Table 5 into three sets: (1) types I-II, progressives; (2) types III-V, continuatives; (3) types VI-VII, CV constructions, with perfective/subjective senses-but note that this is a semantic/pragmatic 40 In both Hindi and Nepali agentive case-marking on the agent of a transitive verb is only required in perfective tenses. 'Subjective' refers to Tikkanen's (1987) 'subjective aspect', Abbi & Gopalakrishnan's (1991) 'aitudinal meaning', and includes the addition of shades of meaning referring to the role or perspective of the speaker, e.g. Hindi light verbs de-"other-directedness", baiṭh-"regret". I label this type as perfective/subjective for the sake of precision, for-though CVs usually have a perfective sense as shown by Hook (1974 )-Bu and Lahiri (2002 observe that CVs can occur where perfectivity is excluded, as in (i) below.  + light verb "succeeded"; subjective "went off (of a gun)" Table 5 . Classification of selected Hindi and Nepali light verbs & auxiliaries classification, not a formal one. And even this classification involves a degree of overlap: types III-V include different types of continuatives (durative vs. habitual), and type II, unlike type I, cannot be used with future reference (see (66), (67)).
ough it may be tempting to view the data in Table 5 as evidence for a grammaticalisation continuum-with type I most auxiliary-like and fully grammaticalised and type VII most light verb-like and least grammaticalised-the multiply overlapping morphosyntactic properties and semantic/pragmatic functions suggests that the types in Table  5 simply represent  grammaticalisations. Nepali CVs (type VI) developed in such a way that they are non-interruptible, unlike Hindi CVs (type VII); while non-interruptibility certainly seems to be a property associated with more grammaticalised elements, I would not want to claim that Nepali CVs are more grammaticalised than, say, the Hindi durative construction caltā rahtā hai (type II), which is interruptible. With respect to semantic bleaching and obligatoriness, Nepali CVs have the same status as Hindi CVs, though they display different morphosyntactic properties.
Grammaticalisation appears then not to be a one-dimensional process-rather linguistic elements may undergo grammaticalisation along various axes, and an element grammaticalised with respect to certain features is not necessarily grammaticalised with respect to others. us, a one-dimensional representation of grammaticalisation, like the cline shown in (75) may be misleading. For instance, based on certain criteria (i.e. the four properties discussed in §4.1, including non-interruptibility), Nepali light verbs appear to be univerbated affixes; but semantically and pragmatically they behave like Hindi light verbs (which based on the same criteria, are definitely not univerbated affixes), and therefore do not have the same status as, for instance, an obligatory progressive aspect affix (e.g. type I). Another 'grammaticalisation axis' we might consider is the continuum between core-grammar and peripheral constructions (see §3.2), a distinction referred to throughout this study. As mentioned earlier, types II-V represent peripheral constructions, and types I, VI, VII represent core-grammar constructions-a classification which cuts across many of the other distinctions discussed above. Peripheral constructions can be considered less grammaticalised in the sense that they are less fully integrated into the grammar. From this perspective, types I, VI, VII are more fully grammaticalised than types II-V, despite the 43 Other misleading aspects of the representation in (75) include the implicit representation of unidirectionality; see Gelderen 1997 , Newmeyer 1998 , Lass 2000 , Janda 2001 , Joseph 2001 , Lightfoot 2002 , Joseph 2004 fact that these two groupings are heterogeneous with respect to other properties considered.
Viewing grammaticalisation in this multidimensional way offers an explanation of why it is difficult to divide the types in Table 5 into two discrete categories of light verb and auxiliary. It might be useful in a synchronic descriptionof a particular language-to distinguish between light verbs and auxiliaries, so long as these are understood to be prototypical categories and not universal primitives. However, it may be more useful to consider these types of grammaticalised verbal elements in terms of clusters of properties-clusters which turn out, at least in the case of Nepali and Hindi, to involve a large degree of (multiply) overlapping properties, as diagrammed in Table 5 .
In terms of such clusters of properties, the Nepali grammaticalised verbal elements are less distinguished from one another in terms of formal properties-all are constructed from an absolutive V 1 and none are interruptible, whereas the Hindi grammaticalised verbal elements exhibit less overlap of properties, showing variation both in the morphology of the V 1 and with respect to interruptibility, and thus can be more easily divided into notional discrete categories.
Conclusion
I have investigated the origin and development of the IA CV construction. ough Bu and Lahiri (2002) point to the existence of grammaticalised verb-verb constructions in Old IA, a closer examination of these constructions reveals that-though they do exist, as part of the more "peripheral" grammar-they are formally and functionally distinct from the CV constructions of modern IA. e earliest unequivocal examples of CVs are found in Early Modern IA (17th-18th c. ..). An examination of two closely related modern IA languages, Hindi and Nepali, reveals that numerous morphosyntactic and lexical changes have taken place in these languages, suggesting that light verbs, like all other elements, are not historically stable but rather are subject to reanalysis and change (pace Bu and Lahiri (2002) and Bu (2010) ), including reanalysis as auxiliaries. Finally, Indo-Aryan fills in the data gap Bowern (2008) points to, as such changes include reanalysis of light verbs as auxiliaries.
e reanalysis of the descendant of the Sanskrit light verb bhu-"be" as an aspectual auxiliary in early Hindi, as well as the parallel reanalysis of the Hindi light verb raha-as an aspectual auxiliary are both noteworthy from the standpoint that they do not take place via grammaticalisation along a cline, but instead as part of larger, structurallymotivated morphosyntactic chain shis. Such changes highlight the importance of looking beyond the grammaticalisationist paradigm when evaluating historical changes.
Much more work remains to be done on IA CVs. e most complete collections of data and examinations of the properties of IA CVs are those of Hindi (e.g. Nespital (1997) , Hook (1974) ). A more complete picture requires much more data and analysis from other IA languages. 44 
